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The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it must be provided on a separate 
sheet. Correction is required. Reference is made to MPEP § 608.01(b). 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: On page 5, line 7, 
"task" should be replaced by -tasks--. On page 12, line 30, "bottom" should apparently read - 
top--: attention is directed to page 13, lines 5-6, for comparison. On page 14, lines 16 and 22, 
"blank" (both occurrences) is misspelled. In claim 25, line 8, the second comma should be 
deleted. Appropriate correction is required. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 8, 9, 12-17, and 31-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In claim 8, line 2, "said carrier lens" lacks a proper 
antecedent basis. Similar problems occur in claims 15-17. In claims 12-14, line 2 of each, "said 
spectacle carrier lens" lacks a proper antecedent basis. In claim 31, lines 1-2, "said first region 
of said first region" renders claims 31-33 vague and confusing as to the scope. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
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such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3, 7, 8, 10-12, 15-17, 19, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
clearly anticipated by Sekine, JP 55-74513 A, which discloses a first optical element in the form 
of a contact lens 6 in optical communication with a second optical element 2 so as to provide a 
substantially standard distance correction and a magnified focused retinal image (English 
abstract, particularly the last two sentences). 

Claims 4-6, 18, 21, and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sekine, JP 55-745 13 A. Regarding claims 4, 5, and others, optical powers within the 
specified ranges would have been obvious to the ordinary practitioner in order to meet the 
prescriptions for a diversity of patients and/or to adapt the lens system for purposes requiring 
varied magnifications. Regarding claim 6, the main lens of second optical element 2 having an 
optical power substantially equal to zero would likewise have been obvious in order to permit the 
patient to remove the spectacles without appreciably compromising acuity of vision via the 
contact lens 6. Regarding claim 18, replacing the contact lens 6 with an intraocular lens would 
have been an obvious modification in order to eliminate the need to clean and/or replace contact 
lenses on a frequent basis and/or in order to provide a more appropriate lens system where an 
intraocular lens is otherwise indicated for a particular patient. The system of instant claim 21 
would have been obvious in order to present for one eye the sort of correction to which the 
patient is accustomed so as to impart a clearer wide-angle view. 

Claims 1-13, 15-17, 19-30, 34-37, 39-41, and 43-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being clearly anticipated by Filderman, US 3,027,803, which illustrates a first optical element 
in the form of a contact lens 10 including an outer annular region and an inner region D 3 
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(drawing; column 2, line 34 et seq.) and a second optical element in the form of a spectacle lens 
(column 2, line 59 et seq.) including a second portion D 4 having an optical power selected in 
conjunction with the inner region D 3 to provide a magnified focused retinal image (column 3, 
line 50 et seq.). Regarding claim 6 and others, attention is directed to column 1, lines 35-39, for 
example; the Applicant may wish to replace "second" with —first— on line 4 of claim 6 for 
improved clarity as to the scope. Regarding claims 12 and 13: column 4, lines 2-4; etc. 
Regarding claims 20 and 21, reference is made to column 4, lines 5-16. Regarding claim 22, 
Filderman additionally teaches a third region including "segment L 3 having the proper reading 
addition as prescribed" (column 3, lines 70-72). 

Claims 18, 42, and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Filderman, US 3,027,803. Replacing the contact lens 10 with an intraocular lens would have 
been obvious for reasons given above. 

Claims 14, 3 1-33, and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Filderman, US 3,027,803, in view of Graham, US 6,027,214. Regarding claims 14 and 38, 
supplemental lenses inserted into spectacle carrier lenses were well known in the art at the time 
of the present invention and would have been an obvious variant on the cementing or molding 
mentioned by Filderman (column 2, lines 59-69; column 3, lines 66-69; column 4, lines 2-4) in 
view of the advantages of readily attachable and detachable lenses as known to the ordinary 
practitioner (e.g., Graham: column 8, lines 22-27), and such a modification would have led to 
nothing more than predictable results because the lens arrangements and optical effects are 
essentially the same. Regarding claim 31, a middle region providing standard distance 
correction, an upper region magnifying a distant object, and a lower region imparting short 



Application/Control Number: 10/526,740 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3738 

reading distance magnification would have been obvious for specialized occupational 
applications that require reading/magnification in an upper region of the lens (Graham: column 
1, lines 43-49; column 3, lines 44-48; column 4, lines 22-24; column 7, lines 24-26). Regarding 
claims 32 and 33, horizontally elongated configurations would have been obvious from the 
drawings of Graham and from the common shapes of spectacle lenses. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dave Willse, whose telephone number is 571-272-4762 and who 
is generally available Monday, Tuesday, and Thursday. If attempts to reach the examiner by 
telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Conine McDcrmott, can be reached on 
571-272-4754. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



/Dave Willse/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3738 



